As the attached comments will reveal, however, we differ 
in how to achieve that objective. 1 am satisfied that the right 
route is not the de staffing of the military departments by elimina- 
tion of two assistant secretaries, the contraction of the staff of a 
Uiird, and the involvement of the Service Secretary in assignments 
not related to management of his military department. lam 
certain that any suggestion which resxilts in reliance on borrowed 
staff with other loyalties will result in an undercutting of flie 
Service Secretary's role and utility. For other reasons, I believe 
that management of the Department of Defense would suffer greatly 
from the elimination of the Service assistant secretaries for man- 
power and logistics functions, and that rather than suggesting their 
optional elimination, the Study should have underscored tibeir 
contributions. The Study may have overlooked the very contribu- 
tions made at the assistant secretary level which it attrilxites to 
the Service Secretary. Yet, in reality they are inseparable. 

The task borne by the Ignatius Study group was particularly 
difficult, because it required the suggestion of improvement in a 
system which is currently working well. This undoubtedly accounts 
for the absence therein of recitals of concrete problems which must 
be solved. Our comments contain some suggestions in tibe general 
direction pointed by the Study, but they relate primarily to pro- 
cedure rather than to organization. 


Attachment 
As stated 


^^^lifford L. Alexander, 
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SUBJECT: Detailed Conments Relating to the Report to the Secretary of 

Defense on the Departmental Headquarters Study 

A. STUDY RECOMMEITOTION NO 1 : 

Use the Armed Forces Policy Council (AFPC), as it was bartered, to rffer 
the Secretary of Defense tegular and frequent advice in the formulation of 
Defense policy. 

ARMY C0MME2W; Concur. The primary function of the AFPC should be the 
conduct of discussions leading to the formation of policy, enabling the 
Service Secretaries and Chief to present and participate in matters of 
interdepartmental inportanoe. In its expanded form, the council has bron 
used for the convocation of staff and line officers and the dissemination 
of information. While the Secretary of Defense nay find it u^ful to con- 
tinue the latter function, we believe that it should be do ne in a manner 
which does not confuse the primary purpose of the AFPC or corpete with it 
for time. 

B. STUDY RECOMMEKEATION NO 2 : 

Establish a Planning Office under the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy, formally linked in Uaison to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
with assignments including politico-military long-range planning and con- 
tingency planning. 

ARMY OOMME2W: The reconinendation to establish a planning office 

appears to have nerit. Its arphasis, hcwever, should be on policy rather 
than planning. It should focus on the continuing readjustment of policy 
to resources and capabilities. It would be counterproductive if the 
office became involved in detailed planning, slowing processes. Thus 
appropriate delineation of functicMTis should be placed in its charter. 

Such an office would also provide an opportunity for inclusion of Service 
Secretaries in the flow of information generated by this office » they 
way more effectively discharge the management responsibilities inherent ^ 
their respective statutory duties. The responsibility of the Seoretapr of 
the Amy, for exanple, extends to functicxis necessary or appropriate for 
the training, operations, administration, logistical support and mai^ 
tenance, welfare, preparedness and effectiveness caf the Amy- 10 U.S.C., 
paragraph 3012. Thus, for example, absent ocnpelling reasons to ^ 
contrary, the Servicje Secretaries shcxild have access to the brief ings cxi^ 
current and future projects undertaken by the Planning Offic:e as Proposed 
by <he study (Exhibit II, p. 7) and other similar sources of information; 
This would ©ihanoe the role and capabilities of tte Service Secretaries. 

It %#ould meet the Stuc^'s objective that the Service Secretaries 
•participate nore fully in the cteliberations leading to policy objectives 
of the D^xartroenf (Study, p. 51). And it would increase their usefulness 
in a revitalized AFPC. 


SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 
WASH I NGTO N 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT; National Military Command Structure Study 
and the Departmental Headquarters Study 


We have reviewed the National Military Command Structure 
Study (the ^'Steadman Study") and the Departmental Headquarters 
Study (the "Ignatius Study"). Attached are the consolidated com- 
ments of the Army Secretariat and military staff on the Ignatius 
Study » as well as comments by the military staff on the Steadman 
Study which I forward with approval. 

The Steadman Study is for the most part dedicated to the area 
where the Service Secretaries have diminished responsibilities. 
There are^ however, two points that I wish to address. First, I 
believe that the Service Secretaries must be kept informed of 
NMCS activities in order that they may be better able to produce 
the support necessary for the national defense. Second, General 
Rogers and I are now evaluating a proposal to reactivate the Army 
Component Command, US Army Pacific, as a separate matter. 
Accordingly, 1 would like to provide my comments on that question 
at a later date, following completion of our evaluation. 

The Ignatius Study offers important insights mto the contribu- 
tion to management made by the civilian Service Secretariats. I 
specifically refer to its recognition of Uie role played in managing 
innovation, in critically examining and then acting as focal spokes- 
man for legitimate service needs, and in providing alternative and 
augmented perspectives to both the Secretary of Defense and the 
military chiefs. Accordingly, I appreciate and welcome its 
announced objective of achieving greater recognition of the Service^ 
Secretaries' authority and position and more opportunity to partici- 
pate in the policy-making process. 



As the attached comments will reveal, however, we differ 
in how to achieve that objective. I am satisfied that the right 
route is not the de staffing of the military departments by elimina- 
tion of two assistant secretaries, the contraction of the staff of a 
third, and the involvement of the Service Secretary in assignments 
not related to management of his military department. lam 
certain that any suggestion which results in reliance on borrowed 
staff with other loyalties will result in an undercutting of tiie 
Service Secretary’s role and utility. For other reasoxxs, I believe 
that management of the Department of Defense would suffer greatly 
from the elimination of the Service assistant secretaries for man- 
power and logistics functions, and that rather than suggesting their 
optional elimination, the Study should have underscored their 
contributions. The Study may have overlooked the very contribu- 
tions made at the assistant secretary level which it attrilKites to 
the Service Secretary. Yet, in reality they are inseparabie. 

The task borne by the Ignatius Study group was particularly 
difficult, because it required the suggestion of improvemait in a 
system which is currently working well. This undoubtedly accounts 
for the absence therein of recitals of concrete problems which must 
be solved. Our comments contain some suggestions in the general 
direction pointed by the Study, but they relate primarily to pro- 
cedure rather than to organization. 


Attachment 
As stated 


^^^lifford L. Alexander, 
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SUBJECT; Detailed Corinents Relating to the Report to the Secretary of 
Defense on the Departmental Headquarters Study 

A. STUDY RECOMMEITOTIOW NO 1 ; 

Use the Armed Forces Policy Ccxincil (AFPC)^ as it was chartered, to rffer 
the Secretary of Defense regular and frequent advice in the fornulation of 
Defense policy. 

ARMY OOMMENT; Concur. The primary function of the AFPC should be the 
conduct of discussions leading to the formation of policy, enabling the 
Service Secretaries and Chief to present and participate in matters of 
interdepartmental inportanoe. In its expanded form, the council h^ b^n 
used for the convocation of staff and line officers and the dissemination 
of information. While the Secretary of Defense nay find it u^ful to con- 
tinue the latter function, %^e believe that it should be do ne in a manner 
whicii does not confuse the primary purpose of the AFPC or compete with it 
for time. 

B. STUDY RECOMMENDATION WO 2 ; 

Establish a Planning Office under the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy, formally linked in liaison to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
with assignments including politico-military long-range planning and con- 
tingency planning. 

ARMY CCMMENT; The reconroendation to establish a planning office 
appears to have merit. Its emphasis, however, should be on pol^ ra^er 
than planning. It should focus on the continuing readaustment of policy 
to resources and capabilities. It would be counterproductive if the 
office became involved in detailed planning, slewing processes. Thus 
appropriate delineation of functions should be placed in its charter. 

Such an office would also provide an opportunity for inclusion of Se^ice 
Secretaries in the flow of information generated ty this office so they 
may more effectively discharge the management responsibilities inherent in 
their respective statutory duties. The responsibility of the Se^tapr of 
the Amy, for exanple, extends to funrtions necessary or ap propriate tor 
the training, operations, administraticxi, logistical support and main- 
tenance, welfare, preparedness and effectiveness of the Amy. 10 U.S.C., 
paragraph 3012. Ihus, for exanple, absent ooipelling reasons to ^ 
ccxitrary, the Service Secretaries shcxild have access to the brief ings on 
current and future projects undertaken by the Planning Office as proposed 
by toe study (Etoibit II, p. 7) and other similar sources of information; 
This would Mihance the role and capabilities of the Service Secretaries. 

It would neet the Study's objective that the Service Secretaries 
■participate nore fully in the deliberations leading to policy objectives 
of toe Department* (Study, p. 51). And it would increase their usefulness 
in a revitalized AFTC. 


c. STUDY RECX3MMENDATI0N NO 3; 


Assign the Under Secretary for Policy, working in close ooordinatica with 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, to support the Secretary of Defuse 
in the development of Defense Policy Guidance governing the Consoli&ted 
Guidance for force structure and resource allocation decisions. 

ARMY COMMENT: Concur. Consideration should be given to ocorfination 

with the Director, Joint Staff, rather than with the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs. 

D. STODY REXXXMEKEATIOM NO 4 : 

Make further inproveinents in the Defense Systems AcquisitiOT Revi» Ocundl 
process to establish more clearly the primary and secondary mission 
requirements of major weapons systems. 

army COMMENT: Concur and note that the recomnendation describes the 

action currently prescribed by CMB A-109 and DOD Directives 5000.1 uid 
5000.2 to be accorrplished at DSARC Milestone 1. Ihe earliest milestone in 
the acquisition cycle is Milestcxie 0 which includes the approval of the 
Mission Element Need Statement (MENS). In addition, fiscal constraints 
should be considered at the first logical milestone. 

E, STUDY RECOMMENDATION NO 5 ; 

Eliminate redundant and repetitive program reviews diring the budget develc^>- 
roent process. 

ARMY COMMENT: We concur in efforts to reduce the budget reviw pto- 

cess to pricing refinements and the program iJiplications that result fron 
pricing changes and "fact-of-life" changes to the extent feasible, thereby 
eliminating redundant program review by budget analysts in OSD/tWB. 

The Defense PPB ^stem provides a frameworic within which each 
Servioe/Defense Agency is bo plan, program, and budget ^ources for the 
execution of its mission. Yet, mmerous isolated decisions ar e made 
during budget review with little apparent regard to overall program 
balance. Thus, policy changes are effected with little no Service par- 
ticipation. Issues of inportance are forced into an environment of ad- 
sis, especially in the final days of the budget cycle, with decisiam 
hastily nade. Program balance is largely ignored th^^ the budget 
review, although balance is a ^cific objective diring the program 
review. * 

In regard to the suggestion put forward at the bottom of page 62 of tte 
Study, we believe that the present schedule for prograimdng and budget!^ 
is already constrained and should not be reduced. Moreover, only a small 
portion of the total Amy program and budget is subject to the DSABC 
cess, and adequate time is necessary to assure the most effective applica- 
tion of all other resources. 
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F. STUDY REOOMMEKIATION NO 6; 


Re-examine the decision to link manpower, reserve forces, and installa- 
tions and logistics responsibilities under a single Assistant Secretary of 
Defense. 

ARMY COMMENT: Any decision to re-examine the ASD(MRA&L) organization 

should be left to the Secretary of Defense. Although the Amy has not 
experienced any particular difficulty in its relationship with that orga- 
nization, reserve affairs nay have received less attention under the 
current arrangement than might otherwise have been expected. Some danger 
lies in the unexamined assunption that the mar^pcwCT-logistics management 
organization at OSD level should be copied at the Service level. The 
■manpower intensive" nature of the Amy and the large scope of Amy 
logistics and installations management responsibilities would together 
pose an unmanageable burden. It is also erroneous to assume that there is 
special value in having each Service's managemental functions organized in 
the same way. 

G. STUDY RECOMMIKDATION NO 7 : 

Establish flexibility in the procedures governing rotation of Civil 
Service executive— level personnel within and outside the Department of 
Defense. 

ARMY COMMENT: Concur. This reooinnendation oonx>rts with the Civil 

Service Reform Act, which the Amy supports. (The present Executive 
Assignment System, which allows rotation of executive-level personnel, has 
existed for several years and could result in more rotation except for 
reluctance of agencies to select candidates who are enplcyed ty other 
Federal agencies.) 

H. STUDY RECOMMENDATION NO 8 ; 

Make nulti-servioe assignments to Service Secretaries from time to time, 
instead of to Under Secretaries or Assistant Secretaries of Defense. 

ARMY COMMENT: Hultiservice assignments should be made to the Service 

Secretaries when it is believed that the characteristics of a particular 
assignment -make the Service or its Secretary an egprcpriate manager. Such 
assignments should not be made on the premise that they will enhance the 
Service Secretary's role. Th^ are not likely to do so, but to the 
contrary, may pronote role confusion and a dissipation of the Secretary s- 
identification with his Service. Moreover, as this Study and previous 
ones have expressly recognized (Study p. 21), the challenge of administering 
each military d^rtnent is inposing, and a diffusion of attention is not 
likely to be beneficial. 
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I. STUDY RECOMMENEftTION NO 9; 


Establish a fornal role for the Service Under Secretaries oriented to <xm~ 
non liaison functions with the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

ARMY COMMErTT ; We do not believe that the Study Bakes a case for 
assigning liaison functions to Service Under Secretaries in all oas« and 
under all conditions. In large part the nature of the proposed li aison 
responsibility is unclear. As a general rule, the designation of respon- 
sibility within the Service Secretariats should be left to the nanagenertal 
discretion of the Service Secretary, althou^ in the Amy, the Under 
Secretary would likely be asked to bear inportant responsibilities. 

J. SIUDY RECOMMENDATION NO 10 ; 

Authorize the Service Secretaries, if they desire, to eliminate 
Assistant Secretaries for the Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and logis^cs 
functions, with the Service Secretaries carrying out their responsi- 
bilities through the military heads of the respective functions and with 
the assistance of the civilian staff in the Office of the Secretory of 
Defense. 

ARMY COMMENT; Nonconcur. Although the recommendation to eliminate 
the M&RA and I&L offices at the Service Assistant Secretary level is pxposed 
merely as an option for the Service Secretory, we cannot concur in the 
inplicit challenge to the value of those positions. Instead of being 
viewed as ripe for experimental elimination, they should properly be 
recognized as providing major managerial benefits at Ion cost, with aall 
staff. 

Three bases are advanced for the reconinendation as it affects the 
CASA{MSRA). First is the alleged difficulty of finding "fully qualified" 
appointees, who are contrasted with "professionally qualified" senior 
military officers. To the extent that this view purpo^ to characterize 
those %rfio have held the office, %pe believe that there is no si^port for a 
cofiprehensive evaluation in the Stu(^, just as there is no evidence of 
difficulty in recruiting qualified appointees. Moreover, the staff paper 
underlying the 1976 Defense Manpcwer Coninission ("EMC") Report, 
which the Study relies in other areas, criticizes equally the "professional 
qualifications" of those at the OSD level and does n^ agree that military 
personnel assigned to manpower management have superior credentials (EIC 
Staff Studies, Vol. 1, Stu^ C, p. 22). Fundamentally, it is 
inappropriate to i^eak in authoritative terms ^bout the qualifications of 
manpower managers, vAien the proper qualifications for such positions are. 
not agreed upon and aure obviously harder to measure than those for, 
finance and engineering. Because of this, genuine ^fferences of cpinion 
as bo the choice of an appointee and his qualifications may allcw for 
greater differences in view as to his performance. If the inplicit 
suggestions of toe Study were accurate. Service Secretaries might be 
63 q>ected bo have increasingly ty-passed their manpcwer offices, depend^ 
disproportionately on military advice, and with respect to the Arny this 
has not been the case. 
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Putting to one side subjective disputes over the qualificattooB of indivi- 
dual Assistant Secretaries, the OASA(M&RA) otherwise serves m m iii^r- 
tant repository of expexrt staff responsible to the civilian Secretariat. 
Valuable, long-term, senior nanageroental continuity is provided in the 
staff of the OASA(MfcRA) which would be lost if the office w«e eliminated. 
Without denigrating the inportant contribution made ty senior military 
mar^)Ower officers, it should be noted that milita^ officers are often 
rotated out of manpower positions in accordance with military personnel 
procedures. 

Second, it is suggested that the Service Secretary could rely fizectly i^ion 
the military staffs and call i:qpon the Assistant Secretaries of llefense as 
staff assistants. Ibis, it is said, would have the affect of increasing 
team work and enhancing the positions and ^estige of the Service 
Secretaries. Forcing the Service Secretaries to rely upon other peoples ' 
staffs would have precisely the opposite effect and could resnlt in a 
significant reduction of the Service Secretary's role in what be the 
most vital issue in his department. 

Third, the stu<^ refers to the 1976 EHC Kurt's reooninendatiai that 
the Service Secretariat layers of manpower nanagement be elianated, 
"provided, that other functions such as logistics are treated similarly*. 
We believe that the Stu<^ appreciates that neither the DMC Repc^ nor the 
staff papers underlying it contain analysis sufficient to support such a 
reoomnendaticvi. The DMC Report, in our view, sinply failed to 9 asp the 
function of the Service level manpower management, finding, in effect, 
that policy was made at OSD level and that differences were xesolved 
directly between OSD and the Service staffs, with only a ^xxadic 
"oommuni cation” role accorded to the civilian service level. 

Manpower issues are of great concern to the Service Secretariafs and are 
paranount in the Amy. A disproportionate number of issues aosing in 
manpower nanagement are inportant, oontroversial and sensitive. Ezanples 
are hardly necessary, but include affirmative action prograns; wanMi-in- 
the-Amy initiatives; questicxis cf perscninel bonuses and entitloents, 
etc. 

The OASA(N&RA) has been a continuous source of inportant oo ntrifart icn s to 
Amy manpower management. It has been responsible for both im&iating and 
managing innovations in %rays that oonplement, and do not duplwabR , the 
services rendered by the military staff. Specific exanples <am be pro- 
vided to the Btudy groi?5. Moreover, as with other nejor offios within 
the Service Secretariat, it performs an indiplicable role in policy inter- 
mediation between OSD and the military staffs, acting bo refiae and 
refomulate proposals for greater acceptance at DC® level and mace certain 
implementation at the military level. Its staff is small. K the Service 
Secretariat's role were eliminated, additional staff would faov to be 
added at the OSD level without saving of mar^ower or expense, tot with 
inportant disadvantages. Major differences in marpower problcB song the 
services require individualized attention. There are so maiy particular 
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characteristics of Amy manpower problems that there is no substitute fcr 
the day-to-day relationship that the civilian Amy Secretariat enjoys. 
Long-distance nanagement from the DOD level would not be an advantage. 

The organizational consequences of depriving the Service Secretary of his 
own staff to help both formulate and execute policy in these areas are 
hi^ly significant r and would have radical adverse effects on his role as 
a resource nenager and principal ^xskesnan for the military department. 

Finally^ optional elimination of the ASA(M&RA) would seem to require 
Congressional action. In 1967, section 3013 of Title 10 was amended to 
provide a nandatory terras for the ASA(M&RA): "One of the assistant secre- 

taries shall be the assistant secretary of the Amy for manpower and 
reserve affairs. He shall have as his principal duties the overall super- 
vision of manpower and reserve catponent affairs of the Department of the 
Amy". In addition, one of the underlying reasons for this amendment was 
Congress's concern with what it believed to be an under-representation of 
the reserves. It is not likely that the abolition of the office could be 
accoitplished without reprovoking those concerned about the resources 
available for Reserve affairs. Moreover, the OASA(M&RA) exercises the 
statutory responsibility of the Secretary of the Amy in respect of cer- 
tain ijiportant boards, for example, the Board for the Correction of 
Military Records and the Discharge Review Board. These boards are of par^ 
ticular concern to Congress inasnuch as they were designed to avoid large 
number of private bills. By law this function must be in the Service 
Secretariat, as it was designed to correct alleged inequities arising in 
the military administration. 

The Stu(^ offers no substantive basis for the elimination of the logistics 
office in each Service, which is combined in the DQ>artment of the Amy 
with financial management in the ASA(1L&FM). It does not address the 
merits of that office's performance or its function in the organizational 
chain. To the contrary, the only apparent reason why optional elimination 
is suggested is that the CMC Report qualified its own proposal for elimiiB- 
tion of the nai^jower office by making it dependent on the elimination of other 
offices, "such as logistics". This qualification was based upon the EHC*s 
apprehension that (a) if only manpower were eliminated, the area might 
receive reduced attenti^, and (b) that piecemeal eliminatiOT would oj w L f- 
confusion. 

Plainly, there is no gcxjd reason to consider weakening the Service 
Secretariats' role in logistics nanagement. There is no claim made of 
difficulty in finding fully qualified appointees, and there is no 
suggestion that the civilian logistics staffs are less than expert 
aanagers. The logistics function is an area of high political sensitivity, 
involving frequent and direct dealings with the Congress. As past depart- 
mental studies have acknowledged, a presidential ap^intee plays a rajc* 
role in such an area effectuating and defending policy while relieving tte 
Service Secretary and OSD officials of near equal rank of major burdens in 
intra-govemmental relations. In short, the Amy believes it undeniable 
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that the role played by this efficient office in the oversight of realign- 
ment , restationing and land aoguisitic»i problems is extremely inportant 
and of great benefit to the administration of the Department of Defense. 

K* STUDY REOOMMENDATIOW WO 11 ; 

Integrate, in each Military Department, the Research and Engineering 
Staffs now separately r^x>rting to the Assistant Service Secretary and 
Service Chief, and ocxicurrently, increase the number of development and 
acquisition programs assigned for f^imary mnagement authority to the 
Military Departments. 

ARMY OOMMElfr; Nonconcur. We support the principle of increasing the 
number of develc^xnent and acquisition programs assigned to Military 
Departments for primary management authority. We do not si^port the con- 
cept of merging the Amy research and engineering staffs. Consolidating 
the two agencies, ASA (REA) €U)d DCSRDA, would provide inconsequential 
savings at the expense of independent reviews and the operational effi- 
ciency %^ich is promoted by the expectation of such reviews. In short, 
the present arrangement does not represent redundancy, but a vehicle for 
sounder decision and administration. 

In large part, the ASA(RDA) and DCSRDA have integrated naturally and effi- 
ciently. Programs and budgets are developed and defended jointly, manage- 
ment reviews are conducted jointly, operating policies and procedures are 
conducted jointly, operating policies and procedures are issued jointly 
and directives on a particular subject are issued by only one principal. 
However, the staff of the ASA(RDA) performs independent review and advi- 
sory functions, vfhich are largely wade effective by its independent base 
and source of authority. Sometimes epi^ching an adversary role, these 
functions provide significant benefits - sharpened arguments, resolution 
of issues, better decisions and more efficient development of acquisition 
programs. In addition, the OASA(RDA) is respcxisible for procurement poli- 
cies and procedures, and the Amy Science Board - two major functions not 
performed by the Aniy Staff. 

Ihe demonstrated cohesive operation of the Secretariat and Amy Staffs in 
research, engineering, and acquisition provide for effective and effi- 
cient management that could be degraded by consolidation. It has proven 
successful, and there is little reason for altering it. 

L. STUDY RECOMMENDATION NO 12 ; 

Provide ownnon access for both the Service Secretary and the Service Chief 
to the Military Departments' Systems Analysis, Inspector General, and 
Audit Service capabilities. 

ARMY COMMENT; Concur. Die Amy is currently operating in this 
manner. 
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M. STODY RECOMMENEftTION NO 13; 


Continue the effort to reduce headquarters milita^ staffs by greater 
dependence on subordinate oonnands, particularly in the sateriel area. 

ARMY OOMHENr ; Proposals for further reductions in headquarters staff 
must be critically examined for overall iiipact and possible degradation of 
functional capability and responsiveness. Requirements for responsiveness, 
in particular, should be an element in the decision to reduce headquarters 
military staffs by greater dependence on subordinate ooninands. Ihe mili- 
tary staff at HQDA has been reduced significantly, and the Amy believes 
that it is at or near the practical limits of staff reduction. Ihe Study 
points out that each of the military departments has a materiel oonmand, 
and both the Amy and Navy have these ooraiands in the Washington area. 
Recent reorganization of Headquarters, EAROOM, and realignments of the 
field materiel ooninands resulted in significant manpcwer reduction and a 
near-zero capacity to absorb additional staff functions. Additional oom- 
ment may be appropriate ipOT oonpletion of the Resource Management study. 
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SUBJECT: Detailed Coinnents Relating to the Report to the Secretary of 

Defense on the National Military Ccranand Structure . 

A. Organization for Warfi^ting 

1. GENERAL: The Arny is supportive of required periodic re- 

examination and stM&/ of the Unified Coninand Plan (UCP) relationships and 
the delineation of responsibilities under the UCP. 

2. DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIC RBCOMMENDATICNS : 

a. Unified Command Plan Organization and Functions 

(1) STUDY RECOMMENDATION ; The UCP should be reviewed by the 
JCS and the Secretary of Defense at intervals not to exceed two years. 

ARMY COMMENT ; We agree that a periodic substantive 
review of the UCP, in nore depth than the current procedures, is needed; 
specifically addressing those relationships that might change because of 
changing political and military realities. 

(2) STUDY RE00MMP3DATICN ; Unified Coninands are joint com- 
mands ty definition and as such selecticxi of the CINC should be on the 
basis of the best available qualified officer with consideration given bo 
mission and forces assigned rather than strictly to Service affiliation. 

ARMY COMMENT ; Flexibility already exists in the selec- 
tion of CINCs on the best qualified basis. Normally, when consideration 
is given to mission and forces assigned, the same individual %«xild be 
selected as is under current selection procedures. 

(3) STUDY RECOMMENDATION : A CINC*S "military-diplomacy" 

role should be an inportant oonsideration. 

ARMY COMMENT ; We believe that in selecting the best 
available officer the "total perscxi" should be evaluated, including an 
assessment of his capabilities to perform all tasks and functions, 
including the military-diplomatic one. 

(4) STUDY RECOMMaJDftTION ; There is no need for Unified 
Commands to cover all areas of the world. 

ARMY OOMMEMT ; Concur. 

(5) STUDY RECOMMENDATION ; A Special Study should examine * 
the oonpcnent commands with a view toward identifying redund 2 mcies in 
functions and personnel and reoonnending which of these redundancies are 
necessary 2ux3 idiich should be eliminated. 


ARMY OOMMEWr ; fie Support identification and examination 
of all redundancies. We do not support changes that would result in a 
loss of operational capability for planning, ccmnand and control, 
equipping, supporting, or transitioning fxm peace to war. Ttie CINCs 
currently have the capability to monitor areas of nutual si^jport through 
inter-service agreements. 

b. U8 European Command 

(1) STODY REOOMMENDftTIOM ; !lhe Middle East should remain a 
EUCQN area of responsibility. 

ARMY OOMMEOT : Area responsibility for the Middle East 

should be a natter of continuing evaluation with such responsibility 
remaining with EUOOM until a satisfactory edtemative arrangment can be 
found. Ideally the EUOOM area of responsibility would more nearly coin- 
cide with SACEUR's area of responsibility which does not include the 
Middle East. 


(2) STODY RECOMMENDftnOM; EUOOM should continue to plan for, 
and execute when directed, all contingency operations in the Middle East. 

ARMY OOMMEWT ; EUOOM should continue to plan for all 
foreseeaible contingency operations in the Middle East so long as that 
area renains a part of the EUOOM area of responsibility. While such 
plans should provide for EUOOM executicxi %hen directed, oonroand arrange- 
ments used in an actual contingency should be determined in the light of 
then prevailing circumstances. The following reoonmendaticxi cites two 
possible alternatives. 

(3) STODY RECOMMEKDftTION ; There should he sufficient 
flexibility in the Middle East planning to permit a contingency to be run 
directly frcan Washington, with EUOOM in a supporting role and/or to per- 
mit establishment of an on-scene Unified Coninand reporting either to 
EUOOM or direcrt to Washington. 

ARMY OOMMEan* : Ihese and other alternatives should be 

considered in the planning process. 

(4) STUDY RECOMMEMDftTIOM ; Bie JCS should examine the concept 
of a subunified command for the Middle East, reporting to EUOOM, and then 
provide their advice on the proposed to the Secretary of Defense. 

ARMY CXMHEMT: Biis concept as well as other possible 
alternatives should be examined as proposed. 

(5) STODY REOOMMEKDAnCM ! Africa south of the Sahara should 
not now be assigned to EUOOM. 
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ARMY COMMENT ; We support assignment of Africa south of 
the Sahara to REDCC3M. ’Shis issue is currently under consideration ty the 
Services and the Joint Staff and any final determination should be 
deferred to the JCS, 

c. US Atlantic Coninand 

(1) STODY REXX3MMENDATI0N ; lANICOM should retain its pre- 
sently assigned areas and responsibilities. 

ARMY OOMMEWT ; Concur. 

(2) STODY RBOOMMENEATION; The JCS should review the ooranand 
arrangements for US Maritime assets in the AUantic and the Mediterranean 
and determine whether these achieve cptinum effectiveness for OS and KATO 
defense postures. 


ARMY OOMMEWT ; Concur, 
d. US Pacific Coomand 

( 1 ) STUDY RECOMMENDATION ; PAOOM should retain its presently 
assigned areas and responsibilites. 

ARMY OOMMEWT ; Concur. 

(2) STUDY RBCOMMENDATIOW : Planning, practices, and atti- 

tudes regarding crisis/Vartime ooranand arrangements for US Forces, Korea 
should retain maxinum flexibility to permit alternative arrangments to 
include: the present ooranand organization, direct ooranand by Washington 

of US Forces, Korea or a combination of the two. Where organizational 
decisims cannot be made to accoranodate these alternatives, they should 
be nade in favor of an assunption that there will be a Unified Ccranand 
reporting directly to Washington. 

ARMY COMMENT : Contingency planning on ooranand arr^e- 

inents in Korea should examine the alternatives provided with enphasis on 
retaining flexibility; flexibility should not be so great so as bo lessen 
control or to lose the capability to respond in a decisive Banner. 

(3) STUDY RECOMMENDATIOW ; The Amy ConfXJnent CoraBand should 
not be reinstated unless a convincing argument is made that this would be 
demonstrably more effective than present arrangements. 

ARMY OOMMEKTS ; The re-establishroent of the Amy 
Conponent Command is being intensively studied and will be ooraDented on 
separately • 
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(4) Errors in Fact. P. 16 refers to Amy Supoort 
Coninand,” which should be *US Amy CINCPAC Su^^port Grojp.* P. 17 refers 
to the subunified oonmand when it should be the Ar^ Goiponent of the 
subunified oomiands* 

e. 05 Readiness Coninand 

(1) STUDY REOOMMENEftTION : REDCON shcxdd be designated as 

the focal point for the coordination of the day-to-dey aspects of 
nobilization/deployment planning of all CBICs, particularly as they per- 
tain to lift requirements and detailed follow-throu^ dbring nejor rein- 
forcements. 


ARMY OOMMEWT ; We Strongly scqpport designation of REDCOM 
as the focal point for initial nobilization/d^loynent planning. 

(2) STUDY REOOMMENEftTIOM ; REDCOM should have greater Naval 
and Marine forces participation in its joint training esercises. 

ARMY OOMMQff ; Greater participation of Naval and Marine 
forces is desirable. 

(3) STUDY RECOMMENDATION ; REDCOM should be given a broader, 
more active role in developing joint doctrine for all fioroes. 

ARMY COMMENT ; A full review of current joint doctrine 
responsibilities assigned to the Services should precede any expansion of 
REDCOM's role. 

(4) STUDY REOOMMENDRTION ! Navy and Narine participation on 
the REDCCM staff should be increased to achieve these objectives. 

ARMY OOMMEKT ; Concur, 
f. U5 Southern Conmand 

(1) STUDY RECOMMEMDftTION ! Retain SOUIBDGH as presently 
constituted for at least the period of negotiations and transfer of 
responsibilities and facilities resulting from the Panama Canal treaties. 

ARMY OOMMEMT; Concur. Retention of SDUTBCQM in the 
present period of negotiation enhances stability. 

(2) STUDY RBOOMMENDATION ; When the transition period is - 
over, review the future of SOUTHCOM in light of the then prevailing mili- 
tary ^political environment. 
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ARMY OOMMEyr ; Tlie review of the future of SOUTHOOM 
should be instituted prior to the eid of the transition period and con- 
tinue through the transition period. 

g. Strategic Air Coninand 

STODY RECOMMENDATION ; None. 

ARMY C30MMENT ; None. 

h. Military Airlift Conrand 

STODY RE0C3MMENDftTI0N ; None. 

ARMY COMMENT ; None. 

i. Aerospace Defense Conmand 

STODY RECX3MMENEftTI0N ; Defers to ongoing Air Force 

Study. 

ARMY CX3MMEWT : Await the results of review of the study 

in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

j . Wartime/Crisis Management 

(1) STODY REOOMMENDftTlON ; The <hain of ooBnand to be used 
in any particular crisis should be clearly e:iunciated at the outset. If 
any element is to be ty-passed, it should remain fully infraied of deve- 
lopments. There should be no confusion as to the proper floi of oom- 
munications and the locus of responsibili^. 

ARMY OOMMEWT: Concur with the objectives of clear lines 

of oonnunications. The role of the Ambassador should be clearly defined. 

(2) STUDY REXX3MMENDATI0N ; NCA decisions during crisis 
should be written and verified vdienever possible. Even oral decisions 
required during ©nergencies should be followed up iimediately in writing. 
In addition, feedbadc mechanisms should be established to insure that 
decision-^nakers know the status of ijipleinentation. 

ARMY OOMMEin* ; Concur with the objective that NCA deci- 
sions be conmunicated by means idiich minimize the chance of misin- 
terpretation and provide feedbadc on the status of laplenentation to the 
extent permitted by the tactical situation. 

(3) STUDY REOOMMEMDftTION ; A variety of WCS^-centerd ocninand 
post exercises responding to realistic hypothetical arises should be 
undertaken to test the ability of the NMCS to sipport the NCA. Senior 
level policy-making personnel should be encxxiraged to participate. 
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ARMY COMMENT: Participation of senior policymaking per- 

sonnel would provide a nore oonprehensive test of the ability of the NMCS 
to support the NCA* 

k. Ihe Role of the CINCs/Role of the Chairman, JCS 

(1) STUDY REXXMMENDftTION : Ttiat the role of the CINCs be 

expanded to include a participating voice in determining requirements of 
the forces under their ooninand. 

ARMY COMMENT: The CINCs already have a wioe throuc^ 

the relationship to the SECDEF and submission of quarterly reports to 
him. We agree that the CINCs and the CJCS should have an expanded role 
in any decisions whidi affect the readiness capability of assigned forces. 

(2) STUDY RECOMMENEATION : That the Secretary designate the 
Chairman as his agent for a?)ervising the activities of the CINCs and 
that to facilitate this he amend present directives to indicate that he 
will normally transmit his orders to the CINCs throu^ the Chairman who 
will act in oonsultaticxi with the JCS vhen time permits. The JCS would 
remain as the iflinediate military staff to the Secretary. 

ARMY COMMENT ; Designation of the Chairman as the 
Secretary's agent for supervising the activities of the CINCs would for- 
malize the manner in which the system currently operates. 

(3) STUDY RECOMMENDATION: That the Services/JCS/DSD conduct 
an in-depth review of readiness/cc^>abilities r^rting with a view to%rard 
devaluing a system which will provide the Secretary with detailed, 
thorough, and well articulated information on readiness and force defi- 
ciency correction. 

ARMY COMMENT ; We strongly agree that there is a wid in 
our readiness reporting which prevents the Joint Qiiefs of Staff fran 
describing accurately the readiness of the Total Force. A oonnon joint 
Total Force readiness measurement system is essential. The Ignatius 
Report also addresses the deficiencies in the Readiness Reporting System 
and views the establishnent of the DO) Readiness Management St^r^ 
Group by the SECDET* as a positive st^ toward correction of existing 
deficiencies. 

(4) STUDY RECXPPIENDATION ; That the Chairman, supported by 
the CINCs be given a formal role in resource allocation planning and 
decisions. 


ARMY COMMENT ; Concur in principle. The Chairman 
should, however, also be supported in this role by the JCS. The 
Chaiman's role should focus on; (1) isolating key areas of risk asso- 
ciated with current and projected force capabilities to execute the 
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nati<Mial military strategy, (2) establishing the degree and. relative 
inportance of those key areas of risk, and (3) recnniiiending prioritized 
resource allocation in light thereof. Any formalization of the 
Chairman's role should ensure preservation of the ability of the JCS 
(including the Chairman) to carry out their statutory responsibility for 
providing military advice — responsible but unfettered, 

B, Policy, Plans and Advice 

1. GENERAL; We are supportive of inproving the internal operations 
and attractiveness of duty on the Joint Staff, we support the objective 
of ijiproved policy guidance. 

2. DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIC RBCOMMENEftTIONS 
a. Policy Direction 

(1) gniDY RBOOMMENDATION ; Specific national security policy 
guidance, whicii sets objectives our forces should be capable of 
attaining, should be provided to the JCS but without undue detaU about 
how they are to be attained. 

ARMY COMMENT ; Concur, 

(2) STUDY REXX)MMENDftTION ; The Secretary of Defense, his 
Deputy, and selected key assistants should regularly review current mili- 
tary operational planning. 

ARMY OOMMEWT ; We support the Secretary of Defense and 
his Deputy regularly reviewing, in broad terms, the concepts, objectives 
and general scenarios involved in cperationcd. planning. Care should be 
exercised in determining where broad review ends and involvement in 
detailed planning and execution begins. Review of cperational plans by 
CJSD should be limited bo the mininum number of people who have a need to 
know. Which key assistants will be involved should be clarified before 
the proposal is instituted. 

(3) STUDY RBOOMMENDATION ; The role of the Under Secretary 
for Policy should include: Assuring that national security policy and 
objectives are provided bo and reflected in JCS/JS plans for 
oontingericies/Vars; developing long-rauige national security policy plans 
for consideration by the NCA; assuring that national security objectives 
are reflected in the Consolidated Guidance and other PPBS documents; 
coordinating DOO ii^t bo national intelligence matters; coordinating the 
annual study, analysis, and gaming frogram conducted by DOO and outside 
agencies to resolve major issues in policy, strategy, force planning, or 
resource allocation. 
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ARMY OOMMEWT ! ’the role of the Under Secretaiy for 
Policy has potential for positive interaction with the Joint Staff; early 
guidance and clarification of long-range policy are desirable. 

(4) STODY REOOMMENDATIOW ; !Hie Assistant Secretaries for ISA 
and lA&E, the Director for Net Assessment, and the DOD Intelligence ele- 
ments should report to the Secretary through the Under Secretary for 
Policy, who would have tasking and coordinating responsibility for those 
offices, while they would retain responsibility ai^ control cmr the 
substantive judgments and evaluation of their offices. 

ARMY OOMMEirr ; Hie role of the Under Secretaiy of Defense 
for Policy in intelligence natters needs further study in view of the 
current responsibilities of the Deputy Under Secretary (C3I), Oi^r 
Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering and Deputy assistant 
Secretary (Admin), Assistant Secretary of Defense, Ccoaptroller, in 
intelligence natters. 

b. Hie Joint Chief of Staff and the Joint Staff 

(1) STUDY REOOMHENDATION : Hie JCS Should revise their E^o- 

cedures to make the Joint Staff alone responsible for mthoz^dp of JCS 
papers. 


ARMY COMMENT ; Hie ^st«n presently holds the Joint 
Staff responsible for authorship; the fact that input is reoeiKd from 
the Services does not change that. Alternatives can be prepared under 
the current ^stem; alternatives should be submitted when then are dif- 
fering views. We do not agree with the idea of making the Joant Staff 
alcxie responsible in any manner which would decrea^ Service par- 
ticipaticxi in the develc^ment of pe^rs. Hie Services mist retain a 
strcffig voicje in the joint decision process. 

(2) STODY RECOMMENDATION ; Present comprehensive analysis of 
alternatives i^henever ^ropriate, «ioouraging expression of differing 
views. 


ARMY OOMMEUT : Hie present ^stem provides He cppor^ 

tunity for consideration of alternatives and differing views. 

(3) STODY REOOMMEMDftTION; JCS should privide initial high- 
level guidance to the Joint Staff nhen appropriate. 

ARMY OOMMEWT ; Concur. Initial hi^level gadanoe to' 
the Joint Staff could potentially speed \jp the planning prooea. 

(4) STUDY RECOMMEamATIOW ! Hie Secretary of Defense should 
reissue the Gates Menorandum with a narrower definition of joint assign- 
ments and delegate authority to determine exertions only to the 
Chairman, JCS. 
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ARMY (XMMEyr ; DOD Directive 1320.5, 26 3alT8, Subject: 
Assignment to Joint Tours of Duty, reissues the Gates Muii.i n%inu 
Service Secretaries are granted waiver authority* Ihis autteity should 
be utilized to prevent potential injustices to outstanding md highly 
qualified officers who have no direct control over their awviginpn ts. 

(5) gnjDY RECOMMENDATION : Bie Service Chiefs dknld ooninit 

their most outstanding and highly qualified officers for assigpraent to 
the Joint Staff. 


ARMY OOMMENT i Itiis problem should be solved between the 
Chairman and the Service Chiefs through alternative means sodh as move- 
ment of outstanding officers from Service Staff to Joint S tarff * 

(6) STUDY REOOMMENDATIOW ; Olie Secretary should aipower the 
CJCS to obtain assignment to the Joint Staff on ar^ requested officer, 
with tenporary exceptions determined by the CJCS* 

ARMY COMMENT ; The Chairman should not get ivolved in 
the business of assignment of individual officers. Service Qiefs 
should ocxitinue to be responsible for providing officers to Joint Staff 
who are outstanding and highly qualified. 

c. Increasing the Responsibilities of the CJCS 

(1) STUDY RBOOMMENDATION ; That the Secretary cf Defense 
designate the Chairnan, JCS as responsible for priding ndliiary advise 
from a national viewpoint on program and budget issues. 

ARMY OOMMEUT ; The Amy supports the idea cf Mking the 
Chairman more influential in level decisions that affect the readi- 
ness and fighting capabilities of the Armed Forces. The Cbaanan should 
not be involved in routine program and budget management. 

(2) STUDY REOOMMENDftTION: That the CJCS be estdblished as a 

voting member of the DSARC. 

ARMY COMMENT: The Amy does not agree tint ttie chairman 

should become involved as a voting menber of DSARC. Ov er in givement and 
interaction by the Chairman at a level Iwer than the SEX3BF, nd 
involvement in individual programs idiich are Service orieotedl, would tend 
to diminish his influence rather then expand it. 

(3) STUDY REOOMMENDATIOM ; That the CJCS, in conltation . 
with the JCS and the Under Secreta^ for Policy, as appropoMe, manage 
an annual study, analysis, and gaming program conducted by tte Joint 
Staff, SAGA, contract agencies, and the Services as apprcpriMe. It 
should be designated to clarify or resolve major issues in te areas of 
joint military strategy, force planning, or resource allocBtxBn. 
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ARMY OOMMEl^ ; A loosely Structured coordination of the 
current studies prograns would not be object leviable* Care should be 
taken so as to not inhibit Service oriented inquiry. 

(4) STODY REXX3MMENDATI0W ; That the Chalnnan be given 
appropriate Joint Staff support to nake broad program ant3 budget 
judgments. 


ARMY OOMMEWT ; Ihe Joint Staff should investigate means, 
within their own resources, of providing the Chairman with the inform 
mation necessary for providing military advice from a national viewpoint 
on program and budget issues. Continued detailed ij^t from the Services 
should remain an essential part of developing the national viewpoint on 
program and budget issues. 

d. National Military Advisers 

STUDY RECOMMENDATION ; For the present ... reooramend 
taking now the steps previously outlined to enhance the role of the Joint 
Staff while changing the format and ^pproach in presenting JCS »3vice to 
the Secretary of Defense, and to increase the responsibility of. the 
Chairman, particularly in providing national advice on prograiVbudget and 
constrained force structure issues. In the event that these measures are 
not iiiplemented, or if they should not prove effective in resolving the 
basic problems of inproving the professionad military advice to the NCA 
and insuring that their voice is nore adequately heard in decisions or 
inportant national security issues, the President should consider the 
fometion of a group of Nationail Military Advisers. 

ARMY COMMENT ; Ihe reoooinendations presented by Mr. 
Steadman and Mr. Ignatius offer potential for resolution of problem areas 
presented. Ihe full ^ctruro of .their suggestions should be considered 
prior to any further oonsideration of a group of National Advisers. 
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